the interpretation of regional correlations of glu cose metabolism raises a number of statistical, in ferential, and conceptual issues that should be ad dressed. As proponents of the study of regional correlations, we would not want the application of the technique to become unacceptable in regional CMRglc (rCMRglc) studies because of a dispute over conceptual inference. From a purely statistical point of view, if rCMRglc data are analyzed using repeated-measures techniques, the simplest ex ample of this approach being the paired t test, then the magnitude of the difference required for signifi cance is related to the magnitude of the covariance or correlation. Because the magnitude of regional metabolic correlations has been shown to vary among regions within normal subjects (Horwitz et al., 1984; Metter et al., 1984) with normal aging (Metter et al., 1983) , in patients with schizophrenia (Clark et al., 1984) , in patients with degenerative neurological disorders (Metter et al., 1982) , and in patients with movement disorders (Stoessl et al., 1986) , it is possible that significant differences in relative or absolute metabolism demonstrated using repeated-measures techniques may actually reflect large differences in-regional correlations (Clark et al., 1985) . Conversely, by analyzing solely varia tions in rCMRglc, changes in regional relationships may not be discovered.
To illustrate this latter point, the results of a hy pothetical experiment examining the metabolic rates for two cortical areas (e.g., frontal and pari etal cortex) and two groups (e.g., normal and ab normal) with five subjects in each group are pre sented in Ta ble 1. Mean values of rCMRglc for each area as well as the frontal/parietal (F/P) ratio are also presented in this table. From these values, it is apparent that the groups did not differ from each other in terms of absolute rCMRglc for each cortical area. However, the F/P ratio is higher in the ab normal group than in the normal group, Given that the groups do not differ in mean parietal and frontal metabolism, one cannot validly conclude that the 
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The final issue is the historical position of whether a theory of brain function based on solely cerebral specialization or functional indepen dence-dependence postulate can fully describe the process of thought. In particular, autoradiography and positron emission tomography (PET) proce dures permit the interaction of sensory, cognitive, and motor process to be evaluated in terms of a specific neural process (e.g., glucose metabolism).
The intriguing aspect of autoradiographic or PET studies of metabolism is that within limits we can observe the metabolic response of the brain as a system to specific stimulation. Moreover, we can use known functional systems (e.g., the visual pathway) to test our models for describing the com plex responses and interactions of the brain to stim ulation. Once these models are validated, they can then provide insight into the unknown pathways or relationships within the brain. Within such a model of brain function, it is apparent that whether dif ferent neural structures function as a system is stimulus dependent and not an invariant property of the brain. The fact that brain relationships change depending upon stimulus is fundamental to our understanding of the brain as a "thinking" organ. Whether or not testing of regional correla tions and their variations with stimulation will in crease our knowledge of metabolic function and other processes within the brain has yet to be de termined. However, initial studies suggest that re gional correlations do vary systematically, and hence the procedure should not be discarded.
